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[1] Basal ecosystem respiration rate (BR), the ecosystem respiration rate at a given
temperature, is a common and important parameter in empirical models for quantifying
ecosystem respiration (ER) globally. Numerous studies have indicated that BR varies in
space. However, many empirical ER models still use a global constant BR largely due to
the lack of a functional description for BR. In this study, we redefined BR to be ecosystem
respiration rate at the mean annual temperature. To test the validity of this concept, we
conducted a synthesis analysis using 276 site‐years of eddy covariance data, from 79
research sites located at latitudes ranging from ∼3°S to ∼70°N. Results showed that
mean annual ER rate closely matches ER rate at mean annual temperature. Incorporation
of site‐specific BR into global ER model substantially improved simulated ER compared
to an invariant BR at all sites. These results confirm that ER at the mean annual
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temperature can be considered as BR in empirical models. A strong correlation was
found between the mean annual ER and mean annual gross primary production (GPP).
Consequently, GPP, which is typically more accurately modeled, can be used to
estimate BR. A light use efficiency GPP model (i.e., EC‐LUE) was applied to
estimate global GPP, BR and ER with input data from MERRA (Modern Era
Retrospective‐Analysis for Research and Applications) and MODIS (Moderate
resolution Imaging Spectroradiometer). The global ER was 103 Pg C yr −1, with the
highest respiration rate over tropical forests and the lowest value in dry and
high‐latitude areas.
Citation: Yuan, W., et al. (2011), Redefinition and global estimation of basal ecosystem respiration rate, Global Biogeochem.
Cycles, 25, GB4002, doi:10.1029/2011GB004150.
1. Introduction
[2] Increasing atmospheric CO2 concentration from fossil
fuel combustion has emphasized our need to better under-
stand global sources and sinks of carbon [Le Quéré et al.,
2009], and their responses to environmental changes. Net
ecosystem exchange (NEE) of CO2 between terrestrial
ecosystems and the atmosphere is driven by ecosystem
respiration (ER), the sum of soil heterotrophic respiration
and plant autotrophic respiration, and gross primary pro-
duction (GPP). Previous studies have found soil respiration,
a major component of ER, accounts for a global annual
carbon emission of 75∼80 Pg C annually [Schlesinger,
1977; Raich and Potter, 1995], which is more than 10
times the current rate of fossil fuel combustion [Marland et
al., 2008]. Thus, small changes in ER can have a significant
impact on the global carbon budget and therefore on the
atmospheric CO2 concentration [Friedlingstein et al., 2006].
Despite the considerable scientific efforts to study ER, there
is still limited knowledge on temporal and spatial variations
of ER and limited understanding of the environmental
controlling mechanisms and of the controlling factors
involved, including climate, plant biophysics and soil
properties [Reichstein et al., 2003; Rodeghiero and Cescatti,
2005; Davidson and Janssens, 2006; Palmroth et al., 2005,
2006; Mahecha et al., 2010].
[3] In the past decades, quite different approaches have
been taken to obtain global estimations of ER. These include
mechanistic models [Schimel et al., 1997; Parton et al.,
1998; Schimel et al., 2000; Cramer et al., 2001] that are
based on process‐level understanding and analysis of eco-
system carbon fluxes and their responses to environmental
change. The accuracy of the mechanistic models relies on
how well these processes are represented in the models. For
example, carbon allocation has been found difficult to rep-
resent well in models [Litton et al., 2007], although some
rules have emerged [see Palmroth et al., 2006]. Moreover,
comprehensive models attempting to incorporate many
processes can suffer a drawback of having to specify a large
number of parameters thus yielding a substantial uncer-
tainty. For example, a parameter inversion study showed
that only four of seven parameters in a process‐based res-
piration model could be reasonably estimated from direct
flux tower observations of NEE [Xu et al., 2006].
[4] Since mechanistic models are limited by our under-
standing of the complex processes and appropriate param-
eterization, ER at regional to global scales is often modeled
as a simple exponential or Arhennius‐type function of
temperature. For example, a common form of ER is the
exponential function [Luo and Zhou, 2006]:




where BR is basal respiration rate at a given reference
temperature (T0; e.g., 0 or 10°C), Q10 is the relative change
in ER per 10°C increase, and T is air temperature. When
simulating ER or its components (i.e., soil respiration) at the
global scale, BR is often considered globally invariant. One
example is the study by Raich et al. [2002], in which
globally distributed soil respiration is simulated using a
fixed BR value of 1.25 g C m−2 d−1. However, an increasing
body of evidence suggests that the error introduced by the
assumption of constant BR is not negligible [Tjoelker et al.,
2001; Janssens and Pilegaard, 2003; Wang et al., 2010].
Sampson et al. [2007] suggested that BR varies systemati-
cally with photosynthesis. Larsen et al. [2007] found that
ecosystem respiration depends strongly on photosynthesis in
a temperate heath and incorporated GPP as a parameter in
their respiration model. Spatial differences in global BR
have also been linked to variations in leaf area index (LAI),
which suggests that photosynthetic activity correlates with
ER [Curiel Yuste et al., 2004; Mahecha et al., 2010;
Migliavacca et al., 2011]. The large spatial variation in BR
is not surprising given its underlying mechanisms which
include changes in carbon substrate supply from photosyn-
thesis and quantity of respiring biomass [Davidson and
Janssens, 2006]. What is lacking is an adequate algorithm
to predict variation across the globe.
[5] Spatial patterns of BR are rarely investigated
[Reichstein et al., 2003]. Recently, Bahn et al. [2010] found
a relationship between mean annual soil respiration and soil
respiration rate at mean annual temperature, which has
important implications for quantifying BR. Previous studies
have also shown strong correlation between mean annual
ecosystem respiration and GPP [Janssens et al., 2001].
Given these findings, we argue that BR can be more reliably
used in models if it is redefined in equation (1) to be eco-
system respiration at the mean annual temperature, and that
this latter quantity can be easily estimated by exploiting
correlations between annual GPP and ER. In this study, we
evaluate the finding of Bahn et al. [2010] using eddy
covariance (EC) flux tower estimates of ER, and couple it
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Table 1. Name, Location, Vegetation Type, and Available Years of the Study Sitesa
Site Ecosystem Type Latitude, Longitude AP AMT Available Years Reference
US‐Bar DBF 44.06°N, 71.28°W 1245 5.61 2004–2005 Richardson et al. [2007]
US‐AK87 DBF 63.92°N, 145.38°W 289 −2.10 2002–2003 Liu et al. [2005]
US‐ChR DBF 35.93 °N, 84.33°W 986 6.85 2006 ‐
IT‐Col DBF 41.83°N, 13.58°E 970 7.32 1997–1998; 2000–2001 Valentini et al. [2000]
US‐DK2 DBF 35.97 °N, 79.10°W 1169 14.36 2001–2005 Pataki and Oren [2003]
US‐Goo DBF 34.25°N, 89.97°W 1425 15.89 2003–2006 Bolstad et al. [2004]
DE‐Hai DBF 51.06°N, 10.45°E 780 7.15 2000–2003 Reichstein et al. [2005]
FR‐Hes DBF 48.66°N, 7.05°E 793 9.24 1997–2003 Reichstein et al. [2005]
US‐MMS DBF 39.32°N, 86.41°W 1030 12.42 2002–2003 Schmid et al. [2000]
IT‐LMa DBF 45.56°N, 7.15°E 1720 −1.99 2003 ‐
IT‐PT1 DBF 45.20°N, 9.05°E 973 13.27 2002–2003 Migliavacca et al. [2009]
IT‐Ro1 DBF 42.40°N, 11.91°E 763 15.36 2000–2003 Tedeschi et al. [2006]
IT‐Ro2 DBF 42.38°N, 11.91°E 760 15.40 2002–2003 Tedeschi et al. [2006]
US‐Oho DBF 41.55°N, 83.84°W 843 8.53 2004–2005 Noormets et al. [2008]
US‐WBW DBF 35.95°N, 84.28°W 1372 13.71 2000–2001; 2004 Wilson and Baldocchi [2000]
US‐WCr DBF 45.90°N, 90.07°W 787 4.02 2000; 2002 2005–2006 Cook et al. [2004]
IS‐Gun DBF 60.83°N, 20.21°E 1214 4.40 1997–1998 Albert et al. [2004]
CA‐Oas DBF 53.62°N,106.19°W 430 0.34 2002–2005 Griffis et al. [2003]
US‐SP1 EBF 29.73°N, 82.21°W 1330 21.70 2001;2003;2005–2006 Kim et al. [2006]
IT‐Cpz EBF 41.70°N, 12.36°E 777 15.99 1997; 2000–2003 Garbulsky et al. [2008]
CN‐DingHuShan EBF 23.17°N, 112.57°E 1956 20.90 2003–2005 Yu et al. [2006]
PT‐Esp EBF 38.63°N, 8.60°E 634 16.80 2002–2003 Rodrigues et al. [2011]
PT‐Mi1 EBF 38.53°N, 8.00°E 628 16.17 2003 David et al. [2004]
FR‐Pue EBF 43.73°N, 3.58°E 734 12.96 2001–2003 Rambal et al. [2004]
BR‐Sa3 EBF 3.01°S, 54.97°W 1965 24.65 2001–2003 Miller et al. [2004]
BR‐Sa1 EBF 2.85°S, 54.95°W 2111 25.90 2002–2003 Saleska et al. [2003]
US‐BLh ENF 44.15°N, 103.56°E 560 6.60 2005–2006 ‐
CA‐Obs ENF 53.98°N,105.12°W 405 0.79 2000–2005 Griffis et al. [2003]
US‐Blo ENF 38.89°N,120.63°W 1290 10.40 2001–2004 Goldstein et al. [2000]
CA‐Man ENF 55.87°N, 98.48°W 420 −3.55 1994–2004 Dunn et al. [2007]
US‐AKCon ENF 63.88°N, 145.73°W 289 −2.10 2002–2003 Liu et al. [2005]
US‐SP3 ENF 29.75°N, 82.16°W 1330 21.70 1999; 2001–2003 Kim et al. [2006]
US‐DK3 ENF 35.97°N, 79.09°W 1169 14.36 1998–2005 Stoy et al. [2006]
ES‐ES1 ENF 39.33°N, 0.31°E 551 17.85 1999–2003 ‐
RU‐Fyo ENF 56.45°N, 32.91°E 711 3.90 1999–2003 ‐
UJ‐Gri ENF 56.60°N, 3.78°E 1622 6.60 1997–1998;2000–2001 ‐
US‐Ho1 ENF 45.20°N, 68.74°W 1070 5.27 1996–2004 Hollinger et al. [2004]
US‐Ho2 ENF 45.20°N, 68.74°W 1064 5.13 1999–2001 Hollinger et al. [2004]
CA‐Ojp ENF 53.91°N,104.69°W 405 0.12 2000–2003 Griffis et al. [2003]
FR‐LBr ENF 44.71°N, 0.76°E 924 12.49 1997–1998;2000;2003 Berbigier et al. [2001]
NL‐Loo ENF 52.16°N, 5.73°E 786 9.36 1996–2002 Dolman et al. [2002]
US‐Me2 ENF 44.45°N, 121.55°W 704 7.88 2002–2005 Sun et al. [2004]
US‐Me1 ENF 44.43°N, 121.56°W 522 6.28 2000–2002 Sun et al. [2004]
US‐NR1 ENF 40.03°N, 105.54°W 595 0.43 1999–2004 Monson et al. [2005]
SE‐Nor ENF 60.08°N, 17.46°E 561 5.45 1996–1997;1999;2003 Lindroth et al. [1998]
IT‐Ren ENF 46.58°N, 11.43°E 1010 4.20 1999 Montagnani et al. [2009]
IT‐SRo ENF 43.71°N, 10.28°E 897 14.77 1999–2003 Chiesi et al. [2005]
IT‐Sod ENF 67.36°N, 26.64°E 499 −1.0 2000–2003 ‐
DE‐Tha ENF 50.95°N, 13.56°E 820 7.7 1997–2003 Grünwald and Bernhofer [2007]
CA‐NS2 ENF 55.90°N. 98.52°W 499 −2.88 2002–2004 Goulden et al. [2006]
CA‐NS4 ENF 55.91°N, 98.38°W 502 −2.87 2002–2005 Goulden et al. [2006]
DE‐Wet ENF 50.45°N, 11.45°E 870 5.74 2002–2003 ‐
US‐Wrc ENF 45.82°N,121.95°W 2451 9.45 2004–2006 Cook et al. [2004]
IL‐Yat ENF 31.33°N, 35.05°E 276 17.56 2002–2003 ‐
CN‐QianYanZhou ENF 26.73°N, 115.05°E 1542 17.90 2003;2005;2007 Yu et al. [2006]
IT‐Amp GRS 41.94°N, 13.65°E 945 10.60 2003 Gilmanov et al. [2007]
HU‐Bug GRS 46.68°N, 19.60°E 562 10.40 2003 ‐
US‐AK99 GRS 63.92°N, 145.73°W 289 −2.10 2002–2003 Liu et al. [2005]
US‐Dk1 GRS 35.97°N, 79.09°W 1169 14.36 2001–2005 Novick et al. [2004]
CN‐HaiBei GRS 37.48°N, 101.33°E 580 −1.70 2004–2007 Yu et al. [2006]
CA‐Let GRS 49.70°N, 112.94°W 398 5.36 1999–2004 Flanagan and Johnson [2005]
IT‐Mal GRS 46.11°N, 11.70°E 1200 6.30 2003 ‐
IT‐MBo GRS 46.01°N, 11.05°E 1184 5.39 2003 Marcolla et al. [2011]
AT‐Neu GRS 47.10°N, 11.31°E 1040 6.25 2002–2003 Wohlfahrt et al. [2008]
CH‐Oe1 GRS 47.28°N, 7.71°E 944 9.13 2002–2003 Ammann et al. [2007]
IT‐Pia GRS 42.58°N, 10.06°E 460 16.00 2002–2003 Reichstein et al. [2005]
US‐Walnut GRS 37.52°N, 96.85°W 406 15.46 2002–2004 Song et al. [2005]
CN‐XiLin GRS 43.88°N, 117.45°E 450 −0.40 2004;2006–2007 Yu et al. [2006]
BE‐Bra MIX 51.30°N, 4.51°E 742 10.01 1999–2002 Gielen et al. [2010]
CN‐ChangBaiShan MIX 42.40°N, 128.08°E 663 2.16 2003–2006; 2007 Yu et al. [2006]
IT‐Lav MIX 45.95°N, 11.26°E 757 8.74 2001–2002 Marcolla et al. [2003]
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with observed correlations between GPP and ER to develop
a novel method for estimating global BR.
2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Eddy Covariance Data
[6] Eddy covariance (EC) data were used in this study to
derive ER rate at mean annual temperature and investigate
the correlation of annual mean ER with GPP. The data were
obtained from the AmeriFLUX (http://public.ornl.gov/
ameriflux), EuroFLUX (http://www.fluxnet.ornl.gov/fluxnet/
index.cfm) [Valentini, 2003], and ChinaFLUX networks
(http://www.chinaflux.org). Seventy‐nine sites encompass-
ing 276 site‐years were included in this study, covering 6
major terrestrial biomes: evergreen broadleaf forest (EBF),
deciduous broadleaf forest (DBF), mixed forest (MIX),
evergreen needleleaf forest (ENF), grassland (GRS) and
tundra (TUN) (Table 1). Supplementary information on the
vegetation, climate, and soil from the sites noted above is
available online. Half‐hourly or hourly averaged photosyn-
thetically active radiation (PAR), air temperature (Ta), and
friction velocity (u*) were used together with NEE of CO2.
When available, data sets that were gap‐filled by site principal
investigators were used. For other sites, data filtering and
gap‐filling were conducted with the following procedures.
[7] An outlier (“spike”) detection technique was applied,
and the spikes were removed, following Papale et al. [2006].
Because nighttime CO2 flux can be underestimated by EC
measurements under stable conditions [Falge et al., 2001],
nighttime data with low‐turbulence conditions were removed
based on a u*‐threshold criterion (site‐specific 99% thresh-
old criterion following [Reichstein et al., 2005] and [Papale
et al., 2006]).
[8] Nonlinear regression methods were used to fill NEE
data gaps [Falge et al., 2001]. Nonlinear regression re-
lationships between measured fluxes and meteorological
conditions were fitted using a 7‐day moving window.
Equation (1) was used to fill the missing nighttime fluxes
(NEEnight), and BR and Q10 are the fitted model parameters.
A Michaelis–Menten type light response function was used
to fill the missing daytime fluxes (NEEday) [Falge et al.,
2001]:
NEEday ¼  PAR FGPP;satFGPP;sat þ  PAR Adaye
BdayTað Þ ð2Þ
where FGPP,sat (gross primary productivity at saturating
light), a (initial slope of the light response function), Aday
and Bday are fitted parameters. The nonlinear regression
procedure (PROC NLIN) in the STATISTICAL ANALY-
SIS SYSTEM (SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA) was
used to fit the relationships between measured fluxes and
environmental factors.
[9] To avoid uncertainties introduced by the extrapolation
to daily ER (ERday), we used only observed nighttime ER to
examine the equivalence relationship between mean annual
ER and its rate at the mean annual temperature. Nocturnal
ER and nocturnal temperature were calculated based on
half‐hourly or hourly values. Daily average nocturnal ER
values were excluded from analysis when missing hourly
data exceeded 20% of the time on a given day. Based on the
daily nighttime data set, yearly mean nocturnal ER and
nocturnal mean temperature were calculated. If missing
daily data exceeded 20% of entire year, the value of that
year was excluded. On average, 30% of the years were re-
jected due to insufficient nocturnal observations. The re-
jected years varied among sites from 60% (Blodgett) to 10%
(Howland).
[10] In order to characterize the ER rate when nighttime
air temperature equals annual mean nighttime temperature,
data aggregation was conducted according to the following
procedures. From temperatures of −30°C to maximum air
temperature, daily temperature bins were defined through
1°C increments of air temperature. The daily nocturnal air
temperature and ER were averaged through every tempera-
ture range over all years within individual sites. These binned
data were used to generate temperature curves of ER at each
site. An example of this curve is shown in Figure 1, and the
intersection of this curve with mean annual temperature was
used to determine the ER rate.
[11] For estimating the correlation of GPP to ER, care
must be taken when relying on the empirically derived va-
lues. Vickers et al. [2009] argued that there is a spurious
correlation between GPP and ER when these component
fluxes are jointly estimated from the observed NEE. Lasslop
et al. [2010] attempted to minimize spurious correlations
between GPP and ER by maximizing the amount and
quality of data that go into their estimation. We follow the
philosophy of this approach by calculating daily ER as the
sum of NEEnight and daytime ER (ERday1), extrapolated
using equation (1) with daytime air temperatures and with
BR and Q10 fitted by half hourly nighttime measurements.
Daily GPP was synthesized based on daily NEE and day-
time ER (ERday2), which was estimated by equation (2) and
FGPP,sat, a, Aday and Bday were fitted only based on daytime
flux measurements using a 7‐day moving window. In this
fashion, daily ER was estimated only based on parameters
derived from nighttime measurements and GPP was esti-
Table 1. (continued)
Site Ecosystem Type Latitude, Longitude AP AMT Available Years Reference
IT‐Non MIX 44.68°N, 11.08°E 741 13.56 2001–2002 Reichstein et al. [2005]
DK‐Sor MIX 55.48°N, 11.63°E 573 8.03 1999–2003 Pilegaard et al. [2011]
US‐Syl MIX 46.24°N, 89.34°W 826 3.81 2002–2006 Desai et al. [2005]
US‐UMB MIX 45.55°N, 84.71°W 803 5.83 1999–2002 Curtis et al. [2005]
BE‐Vie MIX 50.30°N, 6.00°E 1065 7.37 1997–2003 Aubinet et al. [2001]
US‐Brwb TUN 71.32°N, 156.62°W 85 −12.77 2004–2005 Oechel et al. [2000]
aDBF: deciduous broadleaf forest; EBF: evergreen broadleaf forest; ENF: evergreen needleleaf forest; GRS: grassland; MIX: mixed forest; TUN: tundra.
bData filtering did not follow the criterion of other sites. The days were indicated as missing when missing data was >50%, and the years were indicated
as missing when missing days were >50%. AP: annual precipitation (mm); AMT: annual mean temperature (°C).
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mated based on parameters using daytime measurements,
which is intended to avoid issues with spurious correlation.
The same data filtering criterion as given above (i.e., 20%)
was used to estimate missing data.
2.2. BR Model Evaluation
[12] Observed ER at EC sites was used to compare si-
mulations of ER using invariant and variable BR, where
equation (1) was used to model ER using two different
parameterization schemes. To estimate Q10, globally het-
erogeneous Q10 values of soil respiration were estimated
from assimilation of observed soil carbon content into a
process‐based terrestrial carbon model (Carnegie‐Ames‐
Stanford Approach model) [Zhou et al., 2009]. We assumed
the temperature sensitivity (Q10 value) of ER is the same as
that for soil respiration with the risk of inducing model er-
rors. Relative Predicted Errors (RPE) and coefficient of
determination (R2) were used to quantify the improvement
in model predictions using the variable BR instead of the
invariant. The RPE was computed as:
RPE %ð Þ ¼ S  O
O
 100% ð3Þ
where S and O are mean simulated and observed values,
respectively.
2.3. EC‐LUE Model
[13] The spatial pattern of GPP is used as a driver for
global BR. We used a simple, validated light use efficiency
GPP model, the EC‐LUE model, to estimate global GPP
values [Yuan et al., 2007]. The EC‐LUE model may have
the most potential to adequately address the spatial and
temporal dynamics of GPP because its parameters (i.e., the
potential light use efficiency and optimal growth tempera-
ture) have been shown to be relatively invariant across the
Figure 1. Examples of temperature response curves of ecosystem respiration with standard errors. DBF:
deciduous broadleaf forest; EBF: evergreen broadleaf forest; ENF: evergreen needleleaf forest; GRS:
grassland; MIX: mixed forest; TUN: tundra. Annual mean temperature at US‐Brw and CA‐Man are
below 0°C.
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various plant functional types, and is driven by only four
variables: normalized difference vegetation index (NDVI),
photosynthetically active radiation (PAR), air temperature,
and the ratio of sensible to latent heat flux (Bowen ratio).
EC‐LUE has recently been modified to include the ratio of
evapotranspiration (ET) to net radiation instead of the Bo-
wen ratio. The revised RS‐PM (Remote Sensing‐Penman
Monteith) model was used to quantify ET [Yuan et al.,
2010]. Fifty‐four eddy covariance towers, including vari-
ous ecosystem types, were selected to calibrate and evaluate
the revised EC‐LUE model. Using estimated ET by revised
RS‐PM model as input, the EC‐LUE model showed good
performance in both calibration and validation sites, ex-
plaining 75% and 58% of the observed 8‐day variation of
GPP, respectively.
2.4. Model Driver Data
[14] For global estimates of GPP, we used input data sets
for net radiation (Rn), air temperature (T), relative humidity
(Rh) and photosynthetically active radiation (PAR) from the
MERRA (Modern Era Retrospective‐Analysis for Research
and Applications) [Bosilovich et al., 2008] archive for
2000∼2003 [Global Modeling and Assimilation Office,
2004]. MERRA is a NASA reanalysis for the satellite era
using a new version of the Goddard Earth Observing System
Version 5 (GEOS‐5). MERRA uses data from all available
surface weather observations globally every 3 h, and GEOS‐
5 was used to assimilate these point data on a short time
sequence, and produces an estimate of climatic conditions
over the globe, at 10 m above the land surface (approxi-
mating canopy height conditions) and at a resolution of
0.5° latitude by 0.6° longitude.
[15] The global 8‐day MODIS (MODerate resolution
Imaging Spectroradiometer) leaf area index (LAI)
(MOD15A2) and 16‐day MODIS NDVI (MOD13A2) were
also used in this study. Quality control (QC) flags were
examined to screen and reject NDVI and LAI data of insuf-
ficient quality. We temporally filled the missing or unreliable
LAI and NDVI at each 1‐km MODIS pixel based on their
corresponding quality assessment data fields as proposed by
Zhao et al. [2005]. If the first (or last) 8‐day LAI (16‐day
NDVI) was unreliable or missing, it was replaced by the
closest reliable 8‐day (16‐day) value. All of those satellite
data sets were resampled to the geographic projection and
spatial resolution of the global MERRA data set.
3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Equivalence Relation Between Mean Annual
Ecosystem Respiration and Ecosystem Respiration Rate
at Mean Annual Temperature
[16] Analysis of data from 79 EC sites with 276 site‐years
worldwide verified the equivalence relation between mean
annual nocturnal ER and ER rate at mean annual nocturnal
air temperature (Figure 2a). The slope of this correlation is
not significantly different from 1, and the intercept does not
significantly differ from 0 (p < 0.05). This equivalence
relation is observed to be consistent in various natural
ecosystem types: evergreen broadleaf forest (EBF), decid-
uous broadleaf forest (DBF), evergreen needleleaf forest
(ENF), mixed forest (MIX), grassland (GRS) and tundra
(TUN) (Figures 2b, 2c, 2d, and 2e).
[17] One surprising finding is that our model predicts a
positive BR at several eddy flux sites where the mean annual
temperatures are below 0° (e.g., US‐Brw, CA‐Man). Even
at these sites, ER rate at mean annual nocturnal temperature
can still represent mean annual nocturnal ER very well,
contradictory with the assumption that biological activity is
minimal when temperatures are below freezing. Slow
growth of roots has been reported throughout the winter in
northern ecosystems [Hansen et al., 1996]. Moreover, the
ability of cold‐adapted microbes to survive and grow below
Figure 2. The relationship between mean annual nocturnal ecosystem respiration and nocturnal ecosys-
tem respiration at mean annual nocturnal temperature across (a) all study sites: y = 0.96× − 0.07, R2 =
0.87; (b) deciduous broadleaf forests: y = 0.87× + 0.26, R2 = 0.58; (c) evergreen needleleaf forests:
y = 0.98× − 0.28, R2 = 0.88; (d) grasslands: y = 0.83× + 0.12, R2 = 0.89; and (e) evergreen broadleaf forests
(solid dots; y = 0.88× + 0.66, R2 = 0.97), mixed forests (open squares; y = 0.82× + 0.32, R2 = 0.60) and
tundra (open diamond). Short dashes represent the 1:1 line. Mean annual nocturnal ecosystem respiration is
the mean value for all available years for which missing data are less than 20% of the entire year’s data at
each site, and ecosystem respiration rate at the mean annual temperature is determined from temperature
response curves of ecosystem respiration shown in Figure 1.
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0° has been documented [Gilichinsky, 1995], and respiration
in frozen soils has been demonstrated repeatedly in the
laboratory [Clein and Schimel, 1995; Panikov, 1999].
Microbial activity is possible in soils below 0° exploits the
small amounts of unfrozen water, allowing for diffusion of
microbial substrates and waste products [Ostroumov and
Siegert, 1996]. Recent work has confirmed that, although
rates are low, the cumulative winter CO2 flux from tundra
soils may account for a significant amount of their annual
carbon budget [Fahnestock et al., 1999; Grogan and
Chapin, 1999; Welker et al., 2000].
[18] The mechanism for the equivalence across all sites is
still unclear, but the studies on thermal responses of respira-
tion may provide some insights for understanding this find-
ing. Temperature is the most fundamental climatic factor
influencing the kinetics of biochemical reactions, and impacts
almost all ecosystem carbon cycle processes. At undisturbed
ecosystems, thermal conditions directly determine respiring
substrate supply in soil, which strongly regulates the spatial
heterogeneity of ER. For example, it is widely acknowledged
that soil organic content decreases along gradients of
increasing temperature [Jenny, 1980; Post et al., 1982, 1985].
Plant autotrophic respiration also has been shown to adapt to
the prevailing ambient temperature by adjustment of enzyme
activity and substrate availability [Atkin and Tjoelker, 2003].
[19] Moreover, annual mean temperature works as a
specific indictor for local thermal conditions because the
temperature throughout the year in most regions fluctuates
closely around the mean annual temperature. Correlation
analyses showed that the temperature at the maximum of the
frequency distribution function occurs typically around the
mean annual temperature (Figure 3). Therefore respiration
rate at the mean annual temperature has the highest potential
to represent the most frequent value of ecosystem respiration
in a given area. For this reason, a linear relation can persist
with mean annual temperature and ER across sites from
different regions although a nonlinear relationship exists
between temperature and ER at a particular site.
3.2. Correlation Between GPP and Ecosystem
Respiration
[20] Our derived annual mean ER strongly correlated with
annual mean GPP across the flux tower sites (Figure 4). This
result is consistent with previous studies such as Janssens
Figure 3. (a) Frequency distribution of air temperature at Vielsalm, Belgium where mean annual tem-
perature equals 7.37°C, and (b) the relation between mean annual temperature and the temperature at the
maximum of the frequency distribution function.
Figure 4. Correlation between mean annual GPP and ecosystem respiration across (a) all study sites: y =
0.76× + 0.07, R2 = 0.85; (b) deciduous broadleaf forests: y = 0.60× + 0.38, R2 = 0.64; (c) evergreen nee-
dleleaf forests: y = 0.74× + 0.13, R2 = 0.89; (d) grasslands: y = 0.67× + 0.49, R2 = 0.90; and (e) evergreen
broadleaf forests (solid dots; y = 1.07× − 1.13, R2 = 0.91), mixed forests (open squares; y = 0.55× + 0.89,
R2 = 0.68) and tundra (open diamond). Short dashes are 1:1 line.
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et al. [2001], Reichstein et al. [2007] and Baldocchi [2008].
As previously discussed in the methods, our estimates of
GPP and ER are based on the method proposed by Lasslop
et al. [2010] which reduces error from any possible spurious
correlation arising from derivation of these two quantities
from the same observation of NEE [Vickers et al., 2009].
[21] Other lines of evidence also explain this significant
correlation. Soil respiration, an important component of ER,
has been found to have a strong correlation with Net Pri-
mary Production (NPP) across a variety of biomes [Raich
and Schlesinger, 1992] with assimilate supply [Bahn et
al., 2008], with aboveground net primary productivity in
northern peatlands [Moore, 1986] and with aboveground
litter production in forest ecosystems [Schlesinger, 1977;
Raich and Nadelhoffer, 1989; DeForest et al., 2009]. These
studies indicate a tight link between plant productivity and
ecosystem respiration because primary production provides
the organic substrate that drives soil metabolic activity.
Plant autotrophic respiration is clearly and closely coupled
with photosynthetic activity [Heilmeier et al., 1997]. How-
ever, it is also the case that the largest fraction of hetero-
trophic respiration originates from decomposition of young
organic matter (dead leaves and fine roots). Thus, both root
respiration and heterotrophic respiration will appear to be
dependent on primary productivity [Janssens et al., 2001].
Consequently, the relationship between annual ER and GPP
should not be surprising.
3.3. Global Estimate of Basal Ecosystem Respiration
Rate
[22] Using our new definition of BR and by coupling the
two correlations shown in Figures 2 and 4, we can easily
obtain BR from estimated GPP, which has been successfully
simulated by the previously described EC‐LUE model
[Yuan et al., 2007]. By then applying the correlation of BR
to mean annual temperature through all ecosystem types, we
estimated BR based on simulated GPP by EC‐LUE model.
[23] The derived spatial pattern of the BR at global scale
shows a large spatial heterogeneity (Figure 5). Since we
redefined BR as ER rate at the mean annual temperature, so
the spatial pattern of BR depends strongly on thermal con-
ditions. In general, BR is high over the tropical rain forests
and subtropical forest regions like the southeastern United
States and the Pantanal region of South American. Basal rate
decreases with latitude in the northern and southern hemi-
spheres, which is partically caused by the decreasing mean
temperature.
3.4. Global Estimation of Ecosystem Respiration
[24] The Q10 equation with the site‐specific BR accounts
for 71% of the variation of monthly ER across all study sites
(Figure 6a). Individually, the coefficient of determination
(R2) varies from 0.30 at Audubon site to 0.91 at the DE‐Tha
site (data not shown). These results were compared with
those obtained with a globally invariant BR, which was set
to the mean value of global BR over the vegetation regions
(2.16 g C m−2 day−1). In that case, the Q10 equation only
explained about 50% of variation of monthly ER across the
all study sites ranging from 25% to 84% (Figure 6b), and the
relative predictive error was 35% averaged over all sites,
compared to 23% using the site‐specific BR.
[25] We assessed the global spatial and seasonal patterns
of ER from 2000 to 2003 by the model using our globally
heterogeneous BR (Figure 7). ER of the southern hemi-
spheric tropics remains consistently high throughout the year
while that of the major deserts of northern Africa and Aus-
tralia remain consistently low. The major seasonal change
occurs in the high northern latitudes, where ER shows a
Figure 5. The global pattern of basal ecosystem respiration rate (g C m−2 day−1) in this study, which
equals ecosystem respiration rate at mean annual temperature.
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higher variation between northern summer and winter. The
variant BR model estimates that ER releases 103 Pg C yr−1
from the land ecosystems to the atmosphere (Figure 8a).
Rates of ER are highest in the tropical moist forest regions
and lowest in cold tundra and dry desert regions.
[26] Although validation of global ER is not feasible, we
are able to compare our result with other global estimates of
ER derived from upscaling of other ecological observations.
Raich et al. [2002] estimated global soil respiration to be
80.4 (range 79.3 ∼ 81.8) Pg C yr−1 averaged from 1980 to
1994 using a climate‐driven regression model, which is
about 77% of our global annual ER. This ratio of soil res-
piration and ER is similar to those reported at various
geographical areas and ecosystem types ranging from 43 to
Figure 6. Model validation of Q10 equation across the all study sites using (a) heterogeneous basal eco-
system respiration rate and (b) invariant value. The short dashed lines are the 1:1 line, and the solid lines
are the linear regression line.
Figure 7. Seasonal variations of global ecosystem respiration (g C m−2) as predicted by the Q10 equation
with the spatially heterogeneous basal ecosystem respiration rate: (a) aggregated ER of January, February,
and March; (b) April, May, and June; (c) July; August, and September; and (d) October, November, and
December.
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Figure 8. Global annual ecosystem respiration (ER) (g C m−2 yr−1) (a) using only gross primary produc-
tion (GPP) derived by EC‐LUE and the relation of GPP and ER, (b) using the Q10 equation with a spa-
tially heterogeneous basal ecosystem respiration rate, and (c) the difference between these two methods.
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99% [Goulden et al., 1996; Lavinge et al., 1997; Law et al.,
1999; Janssens et al., 2001; Griffis et al., 2004; Davidson et
al., 2006; Zhang et al., 2009]. However, other studies re-
ported higher annual global soil respiration [Potter and
Klooster, 1998; Bond‐Lamberty et al., 2004]. For exam-
ple, a recent study showed global soil respiration is 98 Pg C
yr−1, which is 20–30% higher than the previous estimates
[Bond‐Lamberty and Thomson, 2010]. Both model structure
and parameters play an important role in differences of
global soil respiration estimates, thus model intercompari-
son at the global scale is much needed.
[27] Due to lack of estimate of Q10 for ER globally, we
assumed that the temperature sensitivity of plant autotrophic
respiration is the same as soil respiration, and used soil
respiration Q10 values reported by Zhou et al. [2009] to
estimate global ER patterns. Although some studies have
reported differences in the Q10 values between soil respi-
ration and plant autotrophic respiration, a recent study
showed that the root autotrophic and soil heterotrophic
respiration responded equally to the temperature increase
[Schindlbacher et al., 2009]. Piao et al. [2010] reported that
Q10 for plant autotrophic respiration varied from 1.9 to 2.5
across the global scales, which are close to the range of 1.2–
2.6 with the mean value of 1.92 for soil respiration over the
vegetation regions in the Zhou et al. [2009]. The results
reported by Zhou et al. [2009] are close to the constant Q10
value of 1.4 at various ecosystem types [Mahecha et al.,
2010], Q10 value of 1.5 based on global soil respiration
data set [Bond‐Lamberty and Thomson, 2010] and a recent
tracer‐transport inverse model derived Q10 values that range
from 1.96 to 2.16 [Jones and Cox, 2001]. Moreover, we
compared mean Q10 values using equation (1) with those
from Zhou et al. [2009] over all sites, and found a signifi-
cant correlation (Q10_Inversion = 0.69 × Q10_Zhou + 0.48,
R2 = 0.36, P < 0.01).
[28] We can also compare global annual ER using two
different methods: (1) ER estimation using only global GPP
and the relation between annual GPP and ER (ERGPP); (2)
ER estimation using the Q10 model and the spatially het-
erogeneous basal respiration in this study and Q10 values
derived by Zhou et al. [2009] (ERQ10). The results showed
global mean annual ERGPP was 92 Pg C (Figure 8a), which
was 89% of ERQ10 (103 Pg C; Figure 8b). The higher es-
timations of ERQ10 occur relatively uniformally in all parts
of the globe.
[29] Many studies have shown that Q10 decreases with
increasing temperature [Andrews et al., 2000; Janssens and
Pilegaard, 2003; Chen et al., 2010], and Figure 1 also
showed decreased ER at high temperature. Although Q10‐
type equations have been widely used to estimate ecosystem
respiration at the various temporal and spatial scales, our
and other previous studies showed the estimation un-
certainties resulting from temporal constant of Q10. Our
globally variant BR model should be beneficial in helping
further constrain Q10, by reducing the number of uncon-
strained parameters in empirical carbon cycle models.
4. Summary
[30] BR and its spatial variability are crucial for projecting
climate change impacts on terrestrial carbon cycling and
future atmospheric CO2 concentration. This study has
demonstrated the equivalence of the mean annual ER and
the ER rate at mean annual temperature at the global scale,
which offers good opportunity to retrieve the global pattern
of BR by combining this finding with observed correlation
of mean annual ER with GPP. Flux tower evaluation sup-
ports our redefinition of BR as the ER rate at mean annual
temperature, and develops the correlation between the new
BR and GPP for estimating global patterns of BR. The re-
sults showed the spatially heterogeneous BR results in a
better estimation of ER at different sites. Our study provides
an innovative method for generating global BR, and will be
useful to estimate spatial patterns of ER.
[31] Acknowledgments. We acknowledge the financial support from
National Key Basic Research and Development Plan of China
(2010CB833504 and 2010CB950703) and the Fundamental Research
Funds for the Central Universities. S. Liu was funded by the LandCarbon
Project, Geographic Analysis and Monitoring (GAM) Program, and the
Global Change Research and Development Program (R&D) of the U.S.
Geological Survey. Any use of trade, firm, or product names is for descrip-
tive purposes only and does not imply endorsement by the U.S. Govern-
ment. We acknowledge the work of principal investigators and
collaborators in EC sites, who provided the eddy covariance flux measure-
ments. The following networks participated with flux data: AmeriFlux,
CarboEuropeIP, ChinaFlux, Fluxnet‐Canada and USCCC.
References
Albert, I. J., M. Van Dijk, and A. J. Dolman (2004), Estimates of CO2
uptake and release among European forests based on eddy covariance
data, Global Change Biol., 10, 1445–1459, doi:10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2004.00831.x.
Ammann, C., C. Flechard, J. Leifeld, A. Neftel, and J. Fuhrer (2007), The
carbon budget of newly established temperate grassland depends on man-
agement intensity, Agric. Ecosyst. Environ., 121, 5–20, doi:10.1016/j.
agee.2006.12.002.
Andrews, J. A., R. Matamala, K. M. Westover, and W. H. Schlesinger
(2000), Temperature effects on the diversity of soil heterotrophs and
the d13C of soil‐respired CO2, Soil Biol. Biochem., 32, 699–706,
doi:10.1016/S0038-0717(99)00206-0.
Atkin, O. K., and M. G. Tjoelker (2003), Thermal acclimation and the
dynamic response of plant respiration to temperature, Trends Plant
Sci., 8, 343–351, doi:10.1016/S1360-1385(03)00136-5.
Aubinet, M., B. Chermanne, M. Vandenhaute, B. Longdoz, M. Yernaux,
and E. Laitat (2001), Long term carbon dioxide exchange above a mixed
forest in the Belgian Ardennes, Agric. For. Meteorol., 108, 293–315,
doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(01)00244-1.
Bahn, M., et al. (2008), Soil respiration in European grasslands in relation
to climate and assimilate supply, Ecosystems, 11, 1352–1367,
doi:10.1007/s10021-008-9198-0.
Bahn, M., et al. (2010), Soil respiration at mean annual temperature pre-
dicts annual total across vegetation types and biomes, Biogeosciences,
7, 2147–2157, doi:10.5194/bg-7-2147-2010.
Baldocchi, D. (2008), Breathing of the terrestrial biosphere: Lessons
learned from a global network of carbon dioxide flux measurement sys-
tems, Aust. J. Bot., 56, 1–26, doi:10.1071/BT07151.
Berbigier, P., J. M. Bonnefond, and P. Mellmann (2001), CO2 and water
vapour fluxes for 2 years above Euroflux forest site, Agric. For. Meteor-
ol., 108, 183–197, doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(01)00240-4.
Bolstad, P. V., K. J. Davis, J. Martin, B. D. Cook, and W. Wang (2004),
Component and whole‐system respiration fluxes in northern deciduous
forests, Tree Physiol., 24, 493–504.
Bond‐Lamberty, B., and A. Thomson (2010), Temperature‐associated in-
creases in the global soil respiration record, Nature, 464, 579–582,
doi:10.1038/nature08930.
Bond‐Lamberty, B., C. Wang, and S. T. Gower (2004), A global relation-
ship between the heterotrophic and autotrophic components of soil respi-
ration?, Global Change Biol., 10, 1756–1766, doi:10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2004.00816.x.
Bosilovich, M. G., J. Chen, F. R. Robertson, and R. F. Adler (2008), Eval-
uation of global precipitation in reanalyses, J. Appl. Meteorol. Climatol.,
47, 2279–2299, doi:10.1175/2008JAMC1921.1.
YUAN ET AL.: BASAL ECOSYSTEM RESPIRATION RATE GB4002GB4002
11 of 14
Chen, S. T., Y. Huang, J. W. Zou, Q. R. Shen, Z. H. Hu, Y. M. Qin, H. S.
Chen, and G. X. Pan (2010), Modeling interannual variability of global
soil respiration from climate and soil properties, Agric. For. Meteorol.,
150, 590–605, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2010.02.004.
Chiesi, M., F. Maselli, M. Bindi, L. Fibb, P. Cherubini, E. Arlotta, G. Tirone,
G. Matteucci, and G. Seufert (2005), Modelling carbon budget of Medi-
terranean forests using ground and remote sensing measurements, Agric.
For. Meteorol., 135, 22–34, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.09.011.
Clein, J. S., and J. P. Schimel (1995), Microbial activity of tundra and taiga
soils at sub‐zero temperatures, Soil Biol. Biochem., 27, 1231–1234,
doi:10.1016/0038-0717(95)00044-F.
Cook, B. D., et al. (2004), Carbon exchange and venting anomalies in
an upland deciduous forest in northern Wisconsin, USA, Agric. For.
Meteorol., 126(3–4), 271–295.
Cramer, W., et al. (2001), Global response of terrestrial ecosystem structure
and function to CO2 and climate change: Results from six dynamic
global vegetation models, Global Change Biol. , 7 , 357–373,
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.2001.00383.x.
Curiel Yuste, J., I. A. Janssens, A. Carrara, and R. Ceulemans (2004), Annual
Q10 of soil respiration reflects plant phenological patterns as well as tem-
perature sensitivity, Global Change Biol., 10, 161–169, doi:10.1111/
j.1529-8817.2003.00727.x.
Curtis, P. S., C. S. Vogel, C. M. Gough, H. P. Schmid, H. B. Su, and B. D.
Bovard (2005), Respiratory carbon losses and the carbon use efficiency
of a northern hardwood forest, 1999–2003, New Phytol., 167, 437–
456, doi:10.1111/j.1469-8137.2005.01438.x.
David, T. S., M. I. Ferreira, S. Cohen, J. S. Pereira, and J. S. David (2004),
Constraints on transpiration from an evergreen oak tree in southern Por-
tugal, Agric. For. Meteorol., 122, 193–205, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.
2003.09.014.
Davidson, E. A., and I. A. Janssens (2006), Temperature sensitivity of soil
carbon decomposition and feedbacks to climate change, Nature, 440,
165–173, doi:10.1038/nature04514.
Davidson, E. A., A. D. Richardson, K. E. Savage, and D. Y. Hollinger
(2006), A distinct seasonal pattern of the ratio of soil respiration to total
ecosystem respiration in a spruce‐dominated forest, Global Change Biol.,
12, 230–239, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2005.01062.x.
DeForest, J., J. Chen, and S. G. McNulty (2009), Leaf litter is an important
mediator of soil respiration in an oak‐dominated forest, Int. J. Biome-
teorol., 53, 127–134, doi:10.1007/s00484-008-0195-y.
Desai, A. R., P. V. Bolstad, B. D. Cook, K. J. Davis, and E. V. Carey
(2005), Comparing net ecosystem exchange of carbon dioxide between
an old‐growth and mature forest in the upper Midwest, USA, Agric.
For. Meteorol., 128, 33–55, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.09.005.
Dolman, A. J., E. J. Moors, and J. A. Elbers (2002), The carbon uptake of a
mid latitude pine forest growing on sandy soil, Agric. For. Meteorol.,
111, 157–170, doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(02)00024-2.
Dunn, A. L., C. C. Barford, S. C. Wofsy, M. L. Goulden, and B. C. Daube
(2007), A long‐term record of carbon exchange in a boreal black spruce for-
est: Means, responses to interannual variability and decadal trends, Global
Change Biol., 13, 577–590, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2006.01221.x.
Fahnestock, J. T., M. H. Jones, and J. M. Welker (1999), Wintertime CO2
efflux from arctic soils: Implications for annual carbon budgets, Global
Biogeochem. Cycles, 13, 775–779, doi:10.1029/1999GB900006.
Falge, E., et al. (2001), Gap filling strategies for defensible annual sums of
net ecosystem exchange, Agric. For. Meteorol., 107, 43–69, doi:10.1016/
S0168-1923(00)00225-2.
Flanagan, L. B., and B. G. Johnson (2005), Interacting effects of tempera-
ture, soil moisture and plant biomass production on ecosystem respiration
in a northern temperate grassland, Agric. For. Meteorol., 130, 237–253,
doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2005.04.002.
Friedlingstein, P., et al. (2006), Climate–carbon cycle feedback analysis:
Results from the C4MIP model intercomparison, J. Clim., 19, 3337–
3353, doi:10.1175/JCLI3800.1.
Garbulsky, M. F., J. Penuelas, D. Papale, and I. Filella (2008), Remote esti-
mation of carbon dioxide uptake by a Mediterranean forest, Global
Change Biol., 14, 2860–2867, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01684.x.
Gielen, B., H. Verbeeck, J. Neirynck, D. A. Sampson, F. Vermeiren, and
I. A. Janssens (2010), Decadal water balance of a temperate Scots pine
forest (Pinus sylvestris L.) based on measurements and modelling, Bio-
geosciences, 7, 1247–1261, doi:10.5194/bg-7-1247-2010.
Gilichinsky, D. (1995), Microbial life in permafrost: A historical review,
Permafrost Periglac. Process. , 6 , 243–250, doi:10.1002/ppp.
3430060305.
Gilmanov, T. G., et al. (2007), Partitioning European grassland net ecosys-
tem CO2 exchange into gross primary productivity and ecosystem respi-
ration using light response function analysis, Agric. Ecosyst. Environ.,
121, 93–120, doi:10.1016/j.agee.2006.12.008.
Global Modeling and Assimilation Office (2004), File specification for
GEOSDAS gridded output version 5.3, report, NASA Goddard Space
Flight Cent., Greenbelt, Md.
Goldstein, A. H., N. E. Hultman, J. M. Fracheboud,M. R. Bauer, J. A. Panek,
M. Xu, Y. Qi, A. B. Guenther, and W. Baugh (2000), Effects of climate
variability on the carbon dioxide, water, and sensible heat fluxes above a
ponderosa pine plantation in the Sierra Nevada (CA), Agric. For. Meteor-
ol., 101, 113–129, doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(99)00168-9.
Goulden, M. L., J. W. Munger, S. M. Fan, B. C. Daube, and S. C. Wofsy
(1996), Measurements of carbon sequestration by long‐term eddy covari-
ance: Methods and a critical evaluation of accuracy, Global Change
Biol., 2, 169–182, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.1996.tb00070.x.
Goulden, M. L., G. C. Winston, A. M. S. McMillan, M. E. Litvak, E. L.
Read, A. V. Rocha, and J. R. Elliot (2006), An eddy covariance mesonet
to measure the effect of forest age on land‐atmosphere exchange, Global
Change Biol., 12, 2146–2162, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2006.01251.x.
Griffis, T. J., T. A. Black, K. Morgenstern, A. G. Barr, Z. Nesic, G. B.
Drewitt, G. Gaumont‐Guay, and J. H. McCaughey (2003), Ecophysiolog-
ical controls on the carbon balances of three southern boreal forests, Agric.
For. Meteorol., 117, 53–71, doi:10.1016/S0168-1923(03)00023-6.
Griffis, T. J., T. A. Black, D. Baumont‐Guay, G. B. Drewitt, Z. Nesic,
A. G. Barr, K. Morgenstern, and N. Kljun (2004), Seasonal variation and
partitioning of ecosystem respiration in a southern boreal aspen forest,Agric.
For. Meteorol., 125, 207–223, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2004.04.006.
Grogan, P., and F. S. Chapin (1999), Arctic soil respiration: Effects of cli-
mate and vegetation depends on season, Ecosystems, 2, 451–459,
doi:10.1007/s100219900093.
Grünwald, T., and C. Bernhofer (2007), A decade of carbon, water and
energy flux measurements of an old spruce forest at the Anchor Station
Tharandt, Tellus, 59, 387–396, doi:10.1111/j.1600-0889.2007.00259.x.
Hansen, J., G. Vogg, and E. Beck (1996), Assimilation, allocation and uti-
lization of carbon by 3‐year‐old Scots pine (Pinus sylvestris L.) trees dur-
ing winter and early spring, Trees, 11, 83–90, doi:10.1007/PL00009659.
Heilmeier, H., M. Erhard, and E. D. Schulze (1997), Biomass allocation
and water use under arid conditions, in Plant Resource Allocation, edited
by F. A. Bazzaz and J. Grace, pp. 93–111, Academic, San Diego, Calif.,
doi:10.1016/B978-012083490-7/50005-0.
Hollinger, D. Y., et al. (2004), Spatial and temporal variability in forest‐
atmosphere CO2 exchange, Global Change Biol., 10, 1689–1706,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2004.00847.x.
Janssens, I. A., and K. Pilegaard (2003), Large seasonal changes in Q10 of
soil respiration in a beech forest, Global Change Biol., 9, 911–918,
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.2003.00636.x.
Janssens, I. A., et al. (2001), Productivity overshadows temperature in deter-
mining soil and ecosystem respiration across European forests, Global
Change Biol., 7, 269–278, doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.2001.00412.x.
Jenny, H. (1980), The Soil Resource: Origin and Behavior, Springer,
New York.
Jones, C. D., and P. M. Cox (2001), Constraints on the temperature sensi-
tivity of global soil respiration from the observed interannual variability
in atmospheric CO2, Atmos. Sci. Lett., 2, 166–172, doi:10.1006/asle.
2001.0041.
Kim, J., Q. Guo, D. D. Baldocchi, M. Y. Leclerc, L. Xu, and H. P. Schmid
(2006), Upscaling fluxes from tower to landscape: Overlaying flux foot-
prints on high‐resolution (IKONOS) images of vegetation cover, Agric.
For. Meteorol., 136, 132–146.
Larsen, K. S., A. Ibrom, C. Beier, S. Jonasson, and A. Michelsen (2007),
Ecosystem respiration depends strongly on photosynthesis in a temperate
heath, Biogeochemistry, 85, 201–213.
Lavinge, M. B., et al. (1997), Comparing nocturnal eddy covariance mea-
surements to estimates of ecosystem respiration made by scaling chamber
measurements at six coniferous boreal sites, J. Geophys. Res., 102,
28,977–28,986.
Lasslop, G., M. Reichstein, D. Papale, A. D. Richardson, A. Arneth,
A. Barr, P. Stoy, and G. Wohlfahrt (2010), Separation of net ecosystem
exchange into assimilation and respiration using a light response curve
approach: Critical issues and global evaluation, Global Change Biol.,
16, 187–208, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2009.02041.x.
Law, B. E., M. G. Ryan, and P. M. Anthoni (1999), Seasonal and annual
respiration of a ponderosa pine ecosystem, Global Change Biol., 5,
169–182, doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.1999.00214.x.
Le Quéré, C., et al. (2009), Trends in the sources and sinks of carbon diox-
ide, Nat. Geosci., 2, 831–836, doi:10.1038/ngeo689.
Lindroth, A., A. Grelle, and A. S.Morén (1998), Long‐term measurements of
boreal forest carbon balance reveals large temperature sensitivity, Global
Change Biol., 4, 443–450, doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.1998.00165.x.
Litton, C. M., J. W. Raich, and M. G. Ryan (2007), Carbon allocation in
forest ecosystems, Global Change Biol., 13, 2089–2109, doi:10.1111/
j.1365-2486.2007.01420.x.
YUAN ET AL.: BASAL ECOSYSTEM RESPIRATION RATE GB4002GB4002
12 of 14
Liu, H. P., J. T. Randerson, J. Lindfors, and F. S. Chapin (2005), Changes
in the surface energy budget after fire in boreal ecosystems of interior
Alaska: An annual perspective, J. Geophys. Res., 110, D13101,
doi:10.1029/2004JD005158.
Luo, Y. Q., and X. H. Zhou (2006), Soil Respiration and the Environment,
217 pp., Academic, San Diego, Calif.
Mahecha, M. D., et al. (2010), Global convergence in the temperature sen-
sitivity of respiration at ecosystem level, Science, 329, 838–840,
doi:10.1126/science.1189587.
Marcolla, B., A. Pitacco, and A. Cescatti (2003), Canopy architecture and
turbulence structure in a coniferous forest, Boundary Layer Meteorol.,
108, 39–59, doi:10.1023/A:1023027709805.
Marcolla, B., A. Cescatti, G. Manca, R. Zorer, M. Cavagna, A. Fiora,
D. Gianelle, M. Rodeghiero, M. Sottocornola, and R. Zampedri (2011),
Climatic controls and ecosystem responses drive the inter‐annual vari-
ability of the net ecosystem exchange of an alpine meadow, Agric.
For. Meteorol., doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2011.04.015.
Marland, G., T. A. Boden, and R. J. Andres (2008), Global, regional, and
national fossil CO2 emissions, in Trends: A Compendium of Data on
Global Change, Carbon Dioxide Inf. Anal. Cent., Oak Ridge Natl.
Lab., U.S. Dept. of Energy, Oak Ridge, Tenn.
Migliavacca, M., et al. (2009), Seasonal and interannual patterns of carbon
and water fluxes of a poplar plantation in northern Italy, Agric. For. Me-
teorol., 149, 1460–1476.
Migliavacca, M., et al. (2011), Semi‐empirical modeling of abiotic and biotic
factors controlling ecosystem respiration across eddy covariance sites,
Global Change Biol., 17, 390–409, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2010.02243.x.
Miller, S. D., et al. (2004), Biometric and micrometeorological measure-
ments of tropical forest carbon balance, Ecol. Appl., 14, 114–126,
doi:10.1890/02-6005.
Monson, R. K., J. P. Sparks, T. N. Rosenstiel, L. E. Scott‐Denton, T. E.
Huxman, P. C. Harley, A. A. Turnipseed, S. P. Burns, B. Backlund,
and J. Hu (2005), Climatic influences on net ecosystem ecosystem
CO2 exchange during the transition from wintertime carbon source to
springtime carbon sink in a high‐elevation, subalpine forest, Oecologia,
146, 130–147, doi:10.1007/s00442-005-0169-2.
Montagnani, L., et al. (2009), A new mass conservation approach to the
study of CO2 advection in an alpine forest, J. Geophys. Res., 114,
D07306, doi:10.1029/2008JD010650.
Moore, T. R. (1986), Carbon dioxide evolution from subarctic peatlands in
eastern Canada, Arct. Alp. Res., 18, 189–193, doi:10.2307/1551128.
Noormets, A., S. McNulty, J. DeForest, G. Sun, Q. Li, and J. Chen (2008),
Drought during canopy development has lasting effect on annual carbon
balance in a deciduous temperate forest, New Phytol., 179, 818–828,
doi:10.1111/j.1469-8137.2008.02501.x.
Novick, K. A., P. C. Stoy, G. G. Katul, D. S. Ellsworth, M. B. S. Siqueira,
J. Juang, and R. Oren (2004), Carbon dioxide and water vapor exchange
in a warm temperate grassland, Oecologia, 138, 259–274, doi:10.1007/
s00442-003-1388-z.
Oechel, W. C., G. L. Vourlitis, S. J. Hastings, R. C. Zulueta, L. Hinzman,
and D. Kane (2000), Acclimation of ecosystem CO2 exchange in the
Alaskan Arctic in response to decadal climate warming, Nature, 406,
978–981, doi:10.1038/35023137.
Ostroumov, V. E., and C. Siegert (1996), Exobiological aspects of mass
transfer in microzones of permafrost deposits, Adv. Space Res., 18,
79–86, doi:10.1016/0273-1177(96)00002-6.
Palmroth, S., C. A. Maier, H. R. McCarthy, A. C. Oishi, H. S. Kim,
K. Johnsen, G. G. Katul, and R. Oren (2005), Contrasting responses to
drought of forest floor CO2 efflux in a loblolly pine plantation and
a nearby oak‐hickory forest, Global Change Biol., 11, 421–434,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2005.00915.x.
Palmroth, S., R. Oren, H. R. McCarthy, K. H. Johnsen, A. C. Finzi, J. R.
Butnor, M. G. Ryan, and W. H. Schlesinger (2006), Aboveground sink
strength in forests controls the allocation of carbon belowground and
its CO2‐induced enhancement, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A., 103,
19,362–19,367, doi:10.1073/pnas.0609492103.
Panikov, N. S. (1999), Fluxes of CO2 and CH4 in high latitude wetlands:
Measuring, modelling and predicting response to climate change, Polar
Res., 18, 237–244, doi:10.1111/j.1751-8369.1999.tb00299.x.
Papale, D., et al. (2006), Towards a standardized processing of net ecosys-
tem exchange measured with eddy covariance technique: Algorithms and
uncertainty estimation, Biogeosciences, 3, 571–583, doi:10.5194/bg-3-
571-2006.
Parton, W. J., M. Hartman, D. Ojima, and D. Schimel (1998), Daycent and
its land surface submodel: Description and testing, Global Planet.
Change, 19, 35–48, doi:10.1016/S0921-8181(98)00040-X.
Pataki, D. E., and R. Oren (2003), Species difference in stomatal control of
water loss at the canopy scale in a bottomland deciduous forest, Adv.
Water Resour., 26, 1267–1278.
Piao, S. L., S. Luyssaert, P. Ciais, I. Janssens, A. P. Chen, C. Cao, J. Y.
Fang, P. Friedlingstein, Y. Q. Luo, and S. P. Wang (2010), Forest annual
carbon cost: A global‐scale analysis of autotrophic respiration, Ecology,
91, 652–661, doi:10.1890/08-2176.1.
Pilegaard, K., A. Ibrom, M. S. Courtney, P. Hummelshøj, and N. O. Jensen
(2011), Increasing net CO2 uptake by a Danish beech forest during the
period from 1996 to 2009, Agric. For. Meteorol., 151, 934–946,
doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2011.02.013.
Post, W. M., W. R. Emanuel, P. J. Zinke, and A. G. Stangenberger (1982),
Soil carbon pools and world life zones, Nature, 298, 156–159,
doi:10.1038/298156a0.
Post, W. M., J. Pastor, P. J. Zinke, and A. G. Stangenberger (1985), Global
patterns of soil nitrogen storage, Nature, 317, 613–616, doi:10.1038/
317613a0.
Potter, C. S., and S. Klooster (1998), Interannual variability in soil trace gas
(CO2, N2O, NO) fluxes and analysis of controllers on regional to global
scales, Global Biogeochem. Cycles, 12, 621–635, doi:10.1029/
98GB02425.
Raich, J. W., and K. J. Nadelhoffer (1989), Belowground carbon allocation
in forest ecosystems: Global trends, Ecology, 70, 1346–1354,
doi:10.2307/1938194.
Raich, J. W., and C. S. Potter (1995), Global patterns of carbon dioxide
emissions from soils, Global Biogeochem. Cycles, 9 , 23–36,
doi:10.1029/94GB02723.
Raich, J. W., and W. H. Schlesinger (1992), The global carbon dioxide flux
in soil respiration and its relationship to vegetation and climate, Tellus,
44, 81–99, doi:10.1034/j.1600-0889.1992.t01-1-00001.x.
Raich, J. W., C. S. Potter, and D. Bhagawati (2002), Interannual variability
in global soil respiration 1980–94, Global Change Biol., 8, 800–812,
doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.2002.00511.x.
Rambal, S., R. Joffre, J. M. Ourcival, J. Cavender‐Bares, and A. Rocheteau
(2004), The growth respiration component in eddy CO2 flux from a
Quercus ilex Mediterranean forest, Global Change Biol., 10, 1460–
1469, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2004.00819.x.
Reichstein, M., et al. (2003), Modelling temporal and large‐scale spatial
variability of soil respiration from soil water availability, temperature
and vegetation productivity indices, Global Biogeochem. Cycles, 17(4),
1104, doi:10.1029/2003GB002035.
Reichstein, M., et al. (2005), On the separation of net ecosystem exchange
into assimilation and ecosystem respiration: Review and improved algo-
rithm, Global Change Biol., 11, 1424–1439, doi:10.1111/j.1365-
2486.2005.001002.x.
Reichstein, M., et al. (2007), Determinants of terrestrial ecosystem carbon
balance inferred from European eddy covariance flux sites, Geophys.
Res. Lett., 34, L01402, doi:10.1029/2006GL027880.
Richardson, A. D., J. P. Jenkins, B. H. Braswell, D. Y. Hollinger, S. V.
Ollinger, and M. L. Smith (2007), Use of digital webcam images to track
spring green‐up in a deciduous broadleaf forest,Oecologia, 152, 323–334,
doi:10.1007/s00442-006-0657-z.
Rodeghiero, M., and A. Cescatti (2005), Main determinants of forest soil
respiration along an elevation/temperature gradient in the Italian Alps,
Global Change Biol., 11, 1024–1041, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2005.
00963.x.
Rodrigues, A., P. Gabriel, M. João, K. Cathy, C. Miguel, C. Sofia,
G. Alberto, and P. João (2011), Eight years of continuous carbon fluxes
measurements in a Portuguese eucalypt stand under two main events:
Drought and felling, Agric. For. Meteorol., 151, 493–507, doi:10.1016/
j.agrformet.2010.12.007.
Saleska, S. R., et al. (2003), Carbon in Amazon forests: Unexpected sea-
sonal fluxes and disturbance‐induced losses, Science, 302, 1554–1557,
doi:10.1126/science.1091165.
Sampson, D. A., I. A. Janssens, J. C. Yuste, and R. Ceulemans (2007),
Basal rates of soil respiration are correlated with photosynthesis in a
mixed temperate forest, Global Change Biol., 13, 2008–2017,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2007.01414.x.
Schimel, D. S., B. H. Braswell, and the Vemap Members (1997), Continen-
tal scale variability in ecosystem processes: Model, data, and the role of
disturbance, Ecol. Monogr., 67, 251–271, doi:10.1890/0012-9615(1997)
067[0251:CSVIEP]2.0.CO;2.
Schimel, D., et al. (2000), Contribution of increasing CO2 and climate to
carbon storage by ecosystems in the United States, Science, 287,
2004–2006, doi:10.1126/science.287.5460.2004.
Schindlbacher, A., S. Zechmeister‐Boltenstern, and R. Jandl (2009), Car-
bon losses due to soil warming: Do autotrophic and heterotrophic soil
respiration respond equally?, Global Change Biol., 15, 901–913,
doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2008.01757.x.
Schlesinger, W. H. (1977), Carbon balance in terrestrial detritus, Annu.
Rev. Ecol. Syst., 8, 51–81, doi:10.1146/annurev.es.08.110177.000411.
YUAN ET AL.: BASAL ECOSYSTEM RESPIRATION RATE GB4002GB4002
13 of 14
Schmid, H. P., C. S. B. Grimmond, F. Cropley, B. Offerle, and H. B. Su
(2000), Measurements of CO2 and energy fluxes over a mixed hardwood
forest in the midwestern United States, Agric. For. Meteorol., 103,
355–373.
Song, J., K. Liao, R. L. Coulter, and B. Lesht (2005), Climatology of the
low‐level jet at the southern Great Plains atmospheric boundary layer
experiments site, J. Appl. Meteorol., 44, 1593–1606, doi:10.1175/
JAM2294.1.
Stoy, P. C., G. G. Katul, M. B. S. Siqueira, J. Y. Juang, K. A. Novick, and
R. Oren (2006), An evaluation of methods for partitioning eddy covari-
ance‐measured net ecosystem exchange into photosynthesis and respira-
tion, Agric. For. Meteorol., 141, 2–18, doi:10.1016/j.agrformet.2006.
09.001.
Sun, O. J., J. Campbell, B. E. Law, and V. Wolf (2004), Dynamics of car-
bon stocks in soils and detritus across chronosequences of different forest
types in the Pacific Northwest, USA, Global Change Biol., 10, 1470–
1481, doi:10.1111/j.1365-2486.2004.00829.x.
Tedeschi, V., A. Rey, G. Manca, R. Valentini, P. G. Jarvis, and M. Borghetti
(2006), Soil respiration in a Mediterranean oak forest at different develop-
mental stages after coppicing, Global Change Biol., 12, 110–121.
Tjoelker, M. G., J. Oleksyn, and P. B. Reich (2001), Modelling respiration
of vegetation: Evidence for a temperature‐dependent Q10, Global
Change Biol., 7, 223–230, doi:10.1046/j.1365-2486.2001.00397.x.
Valentini, R. (2003), Fluxes of Carbon, Water and Energy of European
Forests, Springer, Heidelberg, Germany.
Valentini, R., et al. (2000), Respiration as the main determinant of carbon
balance in European forests, Nature, 404, 861–865, doi:10.1038/
35009084.
Vickers, D., C. K. Thomas, J. G. Martin, and B. Law (2009), Self‐correlation
between assimilation and respiration resulting from flux partitioning
of eddy‐covariance CO2 fluxes, Agric. For. Meteorol., doi:10.1016/j.
agrformet.2009.03.009.
Wang, T., et al. (2010), Controls on winter ecosystem respiration at mid‐
and high‐latitudes, Biogeosci. Discuss., 7, 6997–7027, doi:10.5194/
bgd-7-6997-2010.
Welker, J. M., J. T. Fahnestock, and M. H. Jones (2000), Annual CO2 flux
in dry and moist arctic tundra: Field responses to increases in summer
temperatures and winter snow depth, Clim. Change, 44, 139–150,
doi:10.1023/A:1005555012742.
Wilson, K. B., and D. D. Baldocchi (2000), Seasonal and interannual var-
iability of energy fluxes over a broadleaved temperate deciduous forest in
North America, Agric. For. Meteorol., 100, 1–18, doi:10.1016/S0168-
1923(99)00088-X.
Wohlfahrt, G., A. Hammerle, A. Haslwanter, M. Bahn, U. Tappeiner, and
A. Cernusca (2008), Seasonal and inter‐annual variability of the net eco-
system CO2 exchange of a temperate mountain grassland: Effects of
weather and management , J . Geophys. Res . , 113 , D08110,
doi:10.1029/2007JD009286.
Xu, T., L. White, D. Hui, and Y. Luo (2006), Probabilistic inversion of a
terrestrial ecosystem model: Analysis of uncertainty in parameter estima-
tion and model prediction, Global Biogeochem. Cycles, 20, GB2007,
doi:10.1029/2005GB002468.
Yu, G. R., X. F. Wen, X. M. Sun, B. D. Tanner, X. H. Lee, and J. Y. Chen
(2006), Overview of China FLUX and evaluation of its eddy covari-
ance measurement, Agric. For. Meteorol., 137, 125–137, doi:10.1016/
j.agrformet.2006.02.011.
Yuan, W. P., et al. (2007), Deriving a light use efficiency model from
eddy covariance flux data for predicting daily gross primary production
across biomes, Agric. For. Meteorol., 143, 189–207, doi:10.1016/j.
agrformet.2006.12.001.
Yuan, W. P., et al. (2010), Global estimates of evapotranspiration and gross
primary production based on MODIS and global meteorology data,
Remote Sens. Environ., 114, 1416–1431, doi:10.1016/j.rse.2010.01.022.
Zhang, P. C., Y. H. Tang, M. Hirota, A. Yamamoto, and S. Mariko (2009),
Use of a regression method to partition sources of ecosystem respiration
in an alpine meadow, Soil Biol. Biochem., 41, 663–670, doi:10.1016/j.
soilbio.2008.12.026.
Zhao, M., F. A. Heinsch, R. Nemani, and S. W. Running (2005), Improve-
ments of the MODIS terrestrial gross and net primary production global
data set, Remote Sens. Environ., 95, 164–176, doi:10.1016/j.rse.
2004.12.011.
Zhou, T., P. J. Shi, D. F. Hui, and Y. Q. Luo (2009), Global pattern of tem-
perature sensitivity of soil heterogeneous respiration (Q10) and its impli-
cations for carbon‐climate feedback, J. Geophys. Res., 114, G02016,
doi:10.1029/2008JG000850.
M. Aurela , Cl imate and Global Change Research, Finnish
Meteorological Institute, Helsinki FIN‐00101, Finland.
M. Bahn, Institute of Ecology, University of Innsbruck, Sternwartestr.
15, A‐6020 Innsbruck, Austria.
C. Bernhofer and T. Grünwald, Chair of Meteorology, Institute of
Hydrology and Meteorology, Technische Universität Dresden, D‐01062
Dresden, Germany.
A. Black, Faculty of Land and Food Systems, University of British
Columbia, 2357 Main Mall, Vancouver, BC, V6T 1Z4, Canada.
G. Bohrer, Department of Civil, Environmental, and Geodetic
Engineering, Ohio State University, 417E Hitchcock Hall, 2070 Neil
Ave., Columbus, OH 43210, USA.
A. Cescatti, Institute for Environment and Sustainability, Joint Research
Centre, European Commission, Via E. Fermi 2749, I‐21027 Ispra, Italy.
J. Chen, Department of Earth, Ecological, and Environmental Sciences,
University of Toledo, MS 604, Toledo, OH 43606, USA.
D. R. Cook, Climate Research Section, Environmental Science Division,
Argonne National Laboratory, Argonne, IL 60439, USA.
A. R. Desai, Atmospheric and Oceanic Sciences Department, Center for
Climatic Research, Nelson Institute for Environmental Studies, University
of Wisconsin‐Madison, 1225 W. Dayton St., AOSS 1549, Madison, WI
53706, USA.
D. Dragoni , Department of Geography, Indiana Universi ty,
Bloomington, IN 47405, USA.
A. L. Dunn, Department of Physical and Earth Sciences, Worcester State
College, Worcester, MA 01602, USA.
D. Gianelle, B. Marcolla, and M. Rodeghiero, Sustainable Agro-
ecosystems and Bioresources Department, Fondazione Edmund Mach‐
IASMA Research and Innovation Centre, Via E. Mach 1, I‐38010 San
Michele all’Adige (TN), Italy.
B. Gielen, Department of Biology, Universi ty of Antwerp,
Universiteitsplein 1, B‐2610, Wilrijk, Belgium.
A. Ibrom, Risø DTU National Laboratory for Sustainable Energy,
Biosystems Division, Technical University of Denmark, DK‐4000
Roskilde, Denmark.
C. Jacobs, Alterra, Earth System Science–Climate Change, Wageningen
University, Wageningen NL‐6700 AA, Netherlands.
M. Y. Leclerc, Department of Crop and Soil Sciences, College of
Agricultural and Environmental Sciences, University of Georgia, Griffin,
GA 30223, USA.
X. Li and W. Yuan, College of Global Change and Earth System
Science, Bei j ing Normal Universi ty , Bei j ing 100875, China.
(wenpingyuancn@yahoo.com)
A. Lindroth, Geobiosphere Science Centre, Physical Geography and
Ecosystems Analysis, Lund University, Lund S‐22100, Sweden.
H. Liu, Laboratory for Atmospheric Research, Department of Civil and
Environmental Engineering, Washington State University, Pullman, WA
99164‐2910, USA.
S. Liu, USGS EROS Center, 47914 252nd St., Sioux Falls, SD 57198,
USA.
Y. Luo, Department of Botany and Microbiology, University of
Oklahoma, 770 Van Vleet Oval, Norman, OK 73019, USA.
L. B. Marchesini, DIBAF, University of Tuscia, Viterbo I‐01100, Italy.
L. Montagnani, Faculty of Science and Technology, Free University of
Bolzano, Piazza Università 1, I‐39100, Bolzano, Italy.
G. Pita, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Instituto Superior
Técnico, Lisboa P‐1049‐001, Portugal.
A. Rodrigues, Unidade de Silvicultura e Produtos Florestais, INRB,
Quinta do Marquês, Oeiras P‐2780‐159, Portugal.
G. Starr, Department of Biological Sciences, University of Alabama,
Tuscaloosa, AL 35487, USA.
P. C. Stoy, Department of Land Resources and Environmental Sciences,
Montana State University, Bozeman, MT 59717, USA.
G. Yu, Key Laboratory of Ecosystem Network Observation and
Modeling, Synthesis Research Center, CERN, Institute of Geographic
Sciences and Natural Resources Research, Chinese Academy of Sciences,
Beijing 100101, China.
T. Zhou, State Key Laboratory of Earth Surface Processes and Resource
Ecology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China.
YUAN ET AL.: BASAL ECOSYSTEM RESPIRATION RATE GB4002GB4002
14 of 14
